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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-24 are presented for examination. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final 
rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 
37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, 
the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 09/13/2004 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner 
and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to 
enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by 
the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claim 24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains 
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subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as 
to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), 
at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. There is no written description provided for the claimed limitation 
"the state represent a location in geographic region". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis 

for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over by Natarajan et al. (6,505,244) (hereinafter Natarajan) in 
view of by Shanumgam et al. (6,708,187) (hereinafter Shanumgam) 

7. As per claim 1, Natarajan discloses a method comprising: 

A plurality of devices configured (by definition configuration means 
the particular arrangement or pattern of a group of related things, col 8, 
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lines 21-22) to support feedback based adaptive network (204 B, fig 2, col 
8, lines 16-20, i.e. routers are group of router); 

at least one event-handling policy (modular, figure 2 element 254, col 
14, lines 51-52), wherein the assigned policy is associated with each of the 
plurality of devices (figure 2, element 254, col 14, lines 33-50); and 

evaluating a current state of each device (figure 17, element 1718) 
before the assigned policy (figure 17, element 1728) is applied to the device 
(figure 17, col 31, lines 35-67). Natarajan explicitly does not teach assigning 
a plurality of devices to a group, assigning event-handling policies to the 
group, assigned policy in the group. However, assigning, grouping, and 
evaluating are very well known in the art of software development, in many 
cases assigning, grouping, and evaluating are part of the policy based 
network system configuration. Shanumgam, for example discloses assigning 
a plurality of devices to a group (col 5, lines 34-46), assigning event- 
handling policies to the group (col 5, lines 40-46), assigned policy in the 
group (col 5, lines 40-46). It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary 
skill in the art at the time invention was made to combine the teachings of 
Natarajan and Shanumgam. The motivation would have been to have a 
unified policy management system with a remotely situated policy enforcers. 
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8. As per claim 10, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1, 
above. In addition, Natarajan discloses an event log configured to store 
event data (data store, figure 2, element 252, col 13, lines 45-57); and 

a management module coupled to the group of devices and the event 
log (ADMIN, figure 2, element 260,262,252, col 19, lines 1-16), wherein a 
current state of each device in the group of devices is evaluated by the 
management module (decision making, col 14, lines 5-20) before the event- 
handling policy is applied to the device (figure 6 and 7, col 19, 1-16, col 14, 
lines 34-50). 

9. As per claim 18, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1, 
above. In addition, Natarajan discloses identifying at least one event- 
handling policy (added, figure 2 element 254, col 14, lines 33-35) associated 
with the group of devices (module, figure 5C, element 254, col 14, lines 51- 
52), wherein the event- handling policy defines how devices are configured; 

10. As per claim 2, Natarajan discloses evaluating a current state of each 
device determines whether each device is currently a member of the group 
(col 14, lines 33-50, it is implied in the tree structure children have only one 
parent). 
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11. As per claim 3, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1, 
above. In addition, Natarajan discloses determining whether a particular 
device is currently a member of the group (figure 5C, element 254, col 14, 
lines 5-20); and 

applying the assigned policy to the particular device if the particular 
device is currently a member of the group (col 14, lines 33-35). 

12. As per claims 4 and 12, Natarajan discloses each device is assigned at 
least one additional policy that is not assigned to the group (col 14, lines 51- 
56). 

13. As per claims 5 and 19, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as 
claim 1, above. In addition, Natarajan discloses a particular device is 
assigned to multiple groups (modular, col 14, lines 33-50). 

14. As per claims 6 and 13, Natarajan discloses the event-handling (figure 
2, element 254) policy defines how the device is configured (col 8, lines 27- 
38). 



15. As per claims 7, 14 and 20, Natarajan discloses the event-handling 
(figure 2, element 254) policy identifies the types of events that are 
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provided to each device (col 10, lines 40-50). 

16. As per claim 8, Natarajan discloses the method is implemented by a 
management module (ADMIN, col 19, lines 1-15). 

17. As per claim 9, Natarajan discloses One or more computer-readable 
memories (cache, col 8, lines 52-59 and col 12, lines 46-51) containing a 
computer program that is executable by a processor to perform (col 12, lines 
46-59). 

18. As per claim 11, Natarajan discloses a plurality of groups of devices 
are coupled to the management module (figure 2, element 254,260, col 19, 
lines 1-19). 

19. As per claim 15, Natarajan discloses the apparatus is part of an 
enterprise computing system (figure 2, col 7, lines 44-53). 

20. As per claim 16, Natarajan discloses the management module receives 
event data generated by a plurality of event providers (figure 2, element 
260, 262, 254, 270, col 19, lines 1-19). 



Application/Control Number: 09/875,798 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2154 

21. As per claim 17, Natarajan discloses the management module 
determines whether a particular device is currently a member of the group 
before the event-handling policy is applied to the device (col 19, lines 1 -47, 
it is implied during the registration process). 

22. As per claim 21, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1, 
above. In addition, Natarajan discloses 

determining states of systems in an enterprise (decision making, col 
14, lines 5-19); 

assigning the systems to groups based on rules associated with the 
groups and the states of the systems (decision making is based on rules and 
control parameters, col 14, lines 5-26); 

reevaluating the states of each system in the particular group (policy 
is decision tree, col 14, lines 5-26); 

if the states are valid according to the rules associated with the 
particular group (col 14, lines 5-26 and lines 33-50), applying the policies to 
the systems in the particular group (added or deleted, col 14, lines 5-26 and 
lines 33-50). 

23. As per claim 22, Natarajan discloses if the states of a particular system 
in the particular group is not valid (decision tree, col 14, lines 33-50), 
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updating the particular group to delete the particular system (added or 
deleted, col 14, lines 33-50); and 

applying the policies to the systems in the updated group (added or deleted, 
col 14, lines 33-50). 

24. As per claim 23, Natarajan discloses creating an event log associated 
with the particular group (network elements, col 7, lines 11-30); and 
maintaining information about the states of the systems in the particular 
group in the event log (col 7, lines 16-19). 

25. As per claim 24, Natarajan discloses the states represent at least one 
of a version of an operating system, a location in a geographic region, a 
configuration of the system, presence of a particular hardware item, or 
capacity of a particular hardware item (Network elements includes hardware 
and software, office interprets an operating system as a software and 
attributes of the configuration file, col 8, lines 4-25 and col 19, lines 25-28). 

Response to Arguments 

26. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-24 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 



27. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Mohammad A Siddiqi whose 
telephone number is (571) 272-3976. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday -Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, John A Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272- 
3964. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



MAS 




